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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

Responsive to communication(s) filed on 12&23 June 2006 . 
2a)Q This action is FINAL. 2b)E3 This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) [3 Claim(s) 1-15 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 03 Claim(s) 1-15 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

11) Q The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) Q Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

!.□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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I. Request for Continued Examination 

I. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 37 

CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 
1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 6/12/06 and 6/23/06 has been 
entered. 

II. Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation from the relevant paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

(2) The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and 
distinctly claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

1. Claims 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

1.1. Claim 10 recites the limitations, "said three plates", "said first space", and "said 
second space", all of which lack antecedent basis. 

III. Claim Rejections - 35 USC S 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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1. Claim(s) 1-8, 12 and 14-15 is/are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

SAS (http://web.archive.org/web/20010201 161 100/http://www.sasforks.com/long.html) in 
view of MILLER (US 5,580,208 A). 

1.1. With respect to claim 1 and 14, SAS a tractor connection (Case loader), and two tines 
formed from tubing extending along a longitudinal axis of the tractor, the tine 
extending a length of two large bales (e.g., 8' to 15'), permitting the tractor to move 
two large bales each having a weight of about 800 lbs (shown lifting Ford F240 
extended cab pickup typically weighing in excess of 4,000 lbs), and 5' in length (8'- 
15'). SAS fails to teach the tines located on the rear of the tractor. It is well-known to 
put handling equipment on the rear of a tractor, as demonstrated, for example, by 
MILLER (Fig. 1-2). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify SAS with the rear attachment location of MILLER in order to carry a load on 
the rear of the tractor. 

1.2. With respect to claims 2-5, SAS additionally discloses the tines extending more than 
6', at least 9' and about 10' in length (8'-15'), and supporting 2,000 lbs (4,300 lbs). 

1.3. With respect to claims 6-8, 11-12, and 15, SAS additionally discloses connecting to a 
three point hitch, two tines, attached to the bottom of the connection, a tine support 
extending only a portion of the tine length (J-bracket). 

2. Claim(s) 9-10 and 13is/are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over SAS 

(http://web.archive.org/web/20010201 161 100/http://www.sasforks.com/long.html) in view of 
MILLER and flirther in view of RICHEY (US 3,472,528 A). 
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2.1. With respect to claims 9-10 and 13, SAS fails to teach the parallel plate coupling 
arrangement. Convertible category implement hitches are well-known in the art, as 
demonstrated, for example, by RICHEY which teaches a first (34), second (36), and 
third (38) parallel plate coupling arrangement (Fig. 3) for attaching either a category I 
or II hitch. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to implement 
the teachings of RICHEY for coupling category II and III hitches in order to provide 
compatibility with larger equipment and loads. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify SAS in view of MILLER with the multi-category 
coupling of RICHEY. 
IV. Response to Applicant's Arguments 

Applicant's arguments entered 6/12/06 & 6/23/06 have been fully considered but are not 
persuasive. 

1. Applicant argues that claims 1-15, as amended, define over BLAIR and VANSICKLE. This 

argument is moot in light of the new grounds of rejection presented herein. 

2. Applicant argues that secondary considerations render the invention non-obvious. This 

argument is not persuasive. The declaration under 37 CFR 1.132 filed 6/23/06 is insufficient 
to overcome the rejection based upon SAS in view of MILLER for the following reasons: 
2.1. It refer(s) only to the system described in the above referenced application and not to 
the individual claims of the application. Thus, there is no showing that the objective 
evidence of nonobviousness is commensurate in scope with the claims. See MPEP § 
716. 
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2.2. It states that the claimed subject matter solved a problem that was long standing in 
the art. However, there is no factual evidence showing that others of ordinary skill in 
the art were working on the problem and if so, for how long. In addition, there is no 
evidence that if persons skilled in the art who were presumably working on the 
problem knew of the teachings of the above cited references, they would still be 
unable to solve the problem. See MPEP § 716.04. 

2.3. It alleges inoperability of the prior art, commercial success, infringement, and 
unexpected results, however, there is no factual evidence provided supporting these 
allegations. The burden is on the Applicant to establish non-obviousness by objective 
evidence. Mere allegations can not take the place of objective evidence supported by 
actual proof. See MPEP § 716.01(c). 

V. Conclusion 

1. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 

disclosure. 

2. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 

should be directed to Charles N. Greenhut whose telephone number is (571) 272-1517. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 7:30am - 4:00pm EST. 

3. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 

Eileen D. Lillis can be reached on (571) 272-6928. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

4. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 

Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
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applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information 
for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information 
about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access 
to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 
(toll-free). 
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SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 3600 




